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There is an increasing interest among researchers, practitioners and donors in using 
agricultural innovation system approaches to reach development outcomes. Limited practical 
experiences have been shared on the dynamics of these innovation processes and how project 
partners have dealt with that. The objective of this paper is therefore to share experiences 
from a smallholder livestock development project  the imGoats project in Mozambique – by 
reflecting on the dynamics of innovation processes in the project.  
The paper focusses on three intervention domains of the imGoats project: improving access 
to animal health services, improving market access and developing communal grazing areas. 
For each area, the innovation process was analysed by looking at the following elements: the 
local context, innovation type, actors involved, people taking the initiative, changing context, 
flexibility of project partners, pace of the process, and results.  
The findings demonstrate that the innovation processes of the three intervention domains 
varied considerably in terms of participation of actors, predictability of the process, expected 
and unexpected results and degree of experimentation. Hence, different innovation processes 
coexisted in the same project context, but were closely interrelated. Each addressed a 
particular constraint, which together contributed to the overall development objective of the 
project, though each innovation process was different. 
These findings and challenges have implications for research, practice and policy. For 
example, the dynamics of innovation processes may vary and depend on the intervention 
domain; this asks for a critical reflection on the role of research, facilitation and brokering in 
each of these cases. Hence, innovation processes require flexible management and should 
allow for joint experimentation and learning among project partners, stakeholders and 
decision makers; it also requires flexibility in project design and donor funding so that not 
only ‘obvious’ interventions are catered for, but also unforeseen developments.   
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1. Introduction 
There is an increasing interest among researchers, practitioners and donors in using 
agricultural innovation system approaches to achieve development outcomes like increased 
incomes and food security (e.g. Knickel et al. 2009; Tenywa et al. 2011). Underlying theories 
are currently crystalizing and give valuable new insights into the processes of innovations. 
Innovation processes are often highly context specific and the outcomes are difficult to 
predict (e.g. Hall 2007; Klerkx et al. 2012). Hence there is no blueprint to enhance 
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Fig.1. Community Animal Health 
Worker treats goats against ticks 
innovation, but it asks for recognition of diversity of innovations which are adapted to local 
conditions – i.e. ‘letting a thousand flowers bloom’ (Hall 2007). Such approaches require a 
high degree of flexibility of project partners, like farmers, non-governmental organizations 
(NGOs), national and international agricultural research institutes, and donors to adapt to 
local and changing situations (e.g. Hall 2007; Klerkx et al. 2012).  
The underlying theory is rather clear, but relatively limited practical experiences have been 
shared on the dynamics of these innovation processes and how project partners have dealt 
with that within an existing project design. The objective of this paper is to share experiences 
from a smallholder livestock development project  the imGoats project in Mozambique – by 
reflecting on the dynamics of innovation processes in the project.  
 
2. Materials and Methods 
The imGoats project aimed to increase income and food security in a sustainable manner by 
enhancing goat value chains. CARE Mozambique and International Livestock Research 
Institute (ILRI) implemented the project in Inhassoro District, Mozambique, from February 
2011 to June 2013. The project worked with about 500 goat producers in 19 communities in 
Inhassoro District (Inhambane Province). The project rationale was that market opportunities 
for goat smallholders could be increased by improving communication and coordination 
between value chain actors through an Innovation Platform (IP). This paper describes the 
process of innovation rather than the multi-stakeholder processes. It is however recognized 
that the two concepts are clearly interlinked and that multi-stakeholder processes are 
important to enhance innovation (e.g. Nederlof and Pyburn 2012). Over a two-year period, 
nine IP meetings took place. Monitoring was done using Outcome Mapping, while detailed 
reports were made of each IP meeting.  
The paper focuses on three intervention domains: improving access to animal health services, 
improving market access and developing communal grazing areas. For each area, the 
innovation process was analysed qualitatively by looking at the following elements (adapted 
from Triomphe et al. 2012): the local context, innovation type, actors involved, people taking 
the initiative, changing context, flexibility of project partners, pace of the process, and results.  
 
3. Findings 
3.1 Improving access to animal health services 
In Mozambique, there are no animal health services for 
goats despite disease occurrence being one of the main 
production constraints. CARE had experience with 
training paravets
1
 (community animal health worker, 
Figure 1) to treat cattle in the local context. Based on this 
experience, 16 paravets were trained to treat goats. Based 
on this proven model, CARE and ILRI took the initiative 
at the project start. The innovation contained a 
technological component – e.g. treatments against ticks – as well an organisational 
component, e.g. paravets started working together with producers, community leaders and 
local government staff. Existing extension and training models were refined, but otherwise 
limited changes were required. As such, also limited flexibility was asked from the project 
partners. Due to CARE’s experience and the biweekly meetings of CARE extension officers 
with each paravet, the pace of the process was rather quick: within 2 years 16 paravets had 
                                                 
1
 Paravets were trained as a part of a 7-year project called Sustainable Effective Economic Development 
(SEED) funded by CIDA. 
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Fig.3. Communal Pasture Area 
been trained and smallholders were using and paying for paravets’ services, contributing to 
the intervention’s sustainability.  
Summarizing, the innovation process can be described as a rather predictable process as it 
was planned and led by CARE/ILRI and included familiar stakeholders and relatively 
straightforward activities. 
 
3.2 Improving market access  
Goat keepers in Inhassoro District usually sell their goats 
irregularly when there is a household need (Boogaard et 
al. 2012). There are no goat markets in the district, but 
CARE had experience with setting up cattle fairs in 
neighbouring Districts. The initiative was taken by the IP 
members and CARE/ILRI during an IP meeting. The 
innovation consisted of an organisational component – 
increased coordination between value chain actors, and an 
institutional component – the introduction of weighing 
scales by CARE and a pre-established live weight price to guarantee a fair price (Figure 2). 
Over time, the situation changed considerably as demand for goats was lower than anticipated 
and traders were reluctant to use the scale. Subsequently, CARE and ILRI experimented with 
different market models e.g. exploring the local market, involving the private sector and 
commercial investors, and exploring markets at longer distances (e.g. Maxixe market at 250 
km and Maputo market at 800 km). These changing market conditions required high 
flexibility of the project partners and the pace of the process was rather slow. Moreover, the 
project partners had less experience with this innovation domain compared to animal health. 
In the two years of the project, six goat fairs were organized, with varying success in terms of 
sales numbers (ranging from 0 to 77 goats sold per fair).  
The innovation process can be summarized as being partially planned, led by CARE/ILRI 
together with IP members, and including familiar and new stakeholders and activities. 
Overall, the process was rather unpredictable. 
 
3.3 Developing communal grazing areas  
Most goats in Inhassoro District are tethered 
(Boogaard et al. 2012) even though grazing areas are 
present in the district (Figure 3). Moreover, there are 
limited documented experiences with communal 
grazing areas in Mozambique. The IP members 
identified the need for communal grazing areas in an 
IP meeting. The innovation consisted of an 
organizational component – collective action between 
smallholders, community leaders, paravets and local government – as well as an institutional 
component (legalisation of the areas by the district government, including demarcation of the 
area, and the establishment of an Association in three communities which was legally 
responsible for the area). These activities were unexpected and unplanned by CARE and 
ILRI. As such, it required high flexibility, which included joint experimentation and learning, 
including an additional study on carrying capacity of grazing areas (Marblé 2012) and the 
development of training modules for CARE staff and goat keepers. CARE also supported 
local government to act on existing land use strategies. The pace of the process was 
intermediate: it took time for the project partners to learn about this new domain, but 
legalisation went relatively smoothly because it connected to existing land use strategies of 
Fig.2. Goat fair: goat weighing 
(left) and female goat keeper 
counting money after sale (right). 
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the Mozambican Government. At the end of the project, communal grazing areas have been 
identified in 12 communities. However, challenges remain such as collective management, 
theft, lack of herders, and uncontrolled fires. 
The innovation process can be summarized as unplanned, led by IP members and other actors 
with strong input from CARE and ILRI, involving new stakeholders and activities – i.e. an 
unexpected and unpredictable process. 
 
4. Conclusions 
Based on these findings, the following conclusions on innovation processes can be drawn: 
 The three innovation processes varied considerably in terms of the participation of actors, 
predictability of the process, expected and unexpected results and degree of 
experimentation. 
 Each innovation process addressed a particular constraint, but the different constraints 
were closely interrelated; together they contributed to the overall development objective 
of the project.  
 The co-existence of different innovation processes in the same project context required 
substantial flexibility from project partners in terms of managing these processes. 
 
In addition to the conclusions mentioned here, it is likely that the different innovation 
processes positively influence each other. For example, quick gains through planned 
interventions may build the necessary trust between farmers and other stakeholders to address 
more persistent and unforeseen problems. However, as this was not the focus of our study, we 
cannot make strong conclusions in this regard.    
 
5. Challenges and implications 
A major challenge for the imGoats project was the tension between the project objective to 
contribute to development outcomes in a relatively short project period (30 months) and the 
different paces of the unfolding innovation processes. For example, the development of 
market models took more time than anticipated and it appeared difficult to keep traders 
engaged throughout the project. Moreover, the support of unplanned ideas, e.g. communal 
grazing areas, required significant resources from CARE and ILRI.  
 
These findings and challenges have implications for research, practice and policy. The 
following recommendations can be made: 
 Innovation processes ask for flexibility, joint experimentation and learning among project 
partners. 
 The high diversity of innovation processes requires flexibility in and reflection on the 
roles of research in Research for Development (R4D), e.g. in terms of facilitation and 
brokering. The latter can be described as “third-party position, purposefully catalyze 
innovation through bringing together actors and facilitating their interaction” (Klerkx and 
Gildemacher 2012: p221)  
 Participatory monitoring and evaluation is needed to capture the dynamics of innovation 
processes and learning.  
 Decision makers need to be engaged in the process to ensure that innovations are 
embedded in government strategies and policies.  
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 Project design and donor funding should allow for a certain degree of flexibility, e.g. by 
agreeing during the project design phase that the final decision on the project 
interventions will be taken after one or two years of project implementation. 
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